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A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH (S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
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earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1)13 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 26 October 2005 . 
2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)S This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) M Claim(s) 2-8,10-14 and 16-24 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) S Claim(s) 2-8.10-14 and 16-24 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to, 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
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Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)Q Some * c)Q None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 
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3. Q Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
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Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 10/26/2005 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Regarding claims 1 and 16, the applicant argues Wheatley III et al fails 
to disclose "examining the composite signal after adding the threshold-correcting 
signal to the found highest peak to determine if at least one unwanted oscillation 
has been introduced into the composite signal by the threshold-correcting signal". 
The examiner respectfully disagrees. Wheatley III, et al discloses in Fig. 8, a 
diagram of their invention. Labels 910, 912-914, 916,918,920 show a method 
performing the steps comprising detecting a window with w number of samples are 
selected (label 910), detecting the current maximum peak from the samples 
enclosed within the window (label 912), checking the number of iterations 
performed for determining the peaks within the window (label 913) and the current 
maximum peak is compared to a threshold (label 914). If the maximum peak is 
above the threshold, the adjustment to be made on the w number of samples is 
calculated and w number of samples within the window is adjusted. Once the 
adjustments to the w number of samples are performed, the algorithm shows that 
the number of iterations performed on the current window is checked. If the number 
of iterations has not reached maximum, the maximum peak is tested again and 
further adjustments are made on the w number of samples within the window. 
Although Wheatley III, et al does not explicitly state checking for additionally 
unwanted oscillations added due to the adjustment to the peaks, by performing m 
number of iterations within the window, the w number of samples within the window 
are repeatedly checked to ensure no peaks or unwanted oscillations that are above 
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a threshold are found. The following rejections regarding claims 2-9, 15-20 are as 
stated in the previous office action mailed 7/27/2005 

Claim Objections 

2. Regarding the objections to claim 16 as stated in the previous office action mailed 
7/27/2005, due to the amendments, the objection has been withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1. Claims 2-9,16-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Wheatley, III et al (US Patent No.: 6741661) in view of Hahm (US Patent No.: 

6356606). 

a. Claim 3, Wheatley, III et al discloses searching for at least one peak above a 
threshold within a window (page 1, paragraph [0013], lines 2-3 and page 5, 
paragraph [0055]), adding a threshold-correcting signal (page 1, paragraph 
[0013], lines 2-5) and examining or filtering the composite signal for other peaks 
found due to spurious out-of-band spectrum artifacts and comprises multiple 
impulse response clipping to perform the same steps again. (Pages 1-2, 
paragraph [0013], line 6-8, page 1, paragraph [0006], and Fig. 8, labels 
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913,914,916,918,and 920) Although Wheatley, III, et al discloses multiplying 
the peaks with filtered samples to eliminate peaks above a threshold (Fig. 7), 
Wheatley III, et al does not disclose adding the peaks with a threshold 
correcting signal. Hahm discloses a limiting peak method comprising adding 
the peak detected above a threshold with a threshold correcting signal (Fig. 3, 
labels 10,20,60 and 50 and Fig. 4a-4e) It would be obvious to one skilled in the 
art to replace the multiplying of the threshold correcting signal with the received 
signal as disclosed by Wheatley III et al with the addition step as disclosed by 
Hahm to reduce peak to average ratio without introducing significant out of 
band spectrum artifacts. (Abstract, lines 8-10) 

b. Claim 2, Wheatley, III et al discloses finding peaks above a threshold within a 
window, which can be the highest peak within the window. (Pages 1-2, 
paragraph [0013], lines 2-3 and page 5, paragraph [0055]) 

c. Claim 4, Wheatley, III et al discloses searching and adjusting the peaks above 
a threshold for a certain number of transactions. (Fig. 8, label 91 3, page 1 , 
paragraph [0013], lines 6-8 and pages 6-7, paragraph [0079], lines 10-15) 

d. Claim 5, Wheatley, III et al discloses continuously searching for peaks within 
the first window and correcting those peaks. (Fig. 8, labels 913,914,916,918, 
and 920) 

e. Claim 6, Wheatley, III et al discloses changing the window (Fig. 8, labels 908 
and 910) and repeating the process of searching, correcting and reexamining 
the corrected signal. (Fig. 8) 
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f. Claims 7 and 8, Wheatley, III et al discloses continuously searching for 
additional peaks after correcting the signal, which were introduced by such a 
process (Fig. 8, labels 913,914,916,918,920) within a second window (Fig. 8, 
label 910) and correcting the peaks. (Fig. 8, label 920) 

g. Claim 16 inherits all the limitations of claim 1 , but claim 1 does not recite 
calculating a magnitude and polarity of a threshold-correcting signal for the first 
highest peak and selectively adding the threshold correcting signal. Wheatley, 
III et al inherently discloses calculating the magnitude and polarity by 
generating a threshold envelope. (Fig. 3, Fig. 4, Fig. 5, Fig. 6, Fig. 7, label 808, 
and page 5, paragraph [0058], lines 3-7) Regarding the new amendments to 
claim 16, Wheatley III, et al disclose checking the maximum peak to a threshold 
before correcting the samples within the window. (Fig. 8, label 914) Wheatley 
III et al discloses continuously checking the window for a set of iterations (Fig. 
8, labels 913, 914,916,918,920) for any peaks over a threshold, thus if, due to 
the adding of the threshold correct signal causes a peak or spike to appear 
within the window of the signal with the added correcting signal, a peak or spike 
is detected to be above a threshold, signal will, again, be corrected with the 
correcting signal. If no such detection is found, then another iteration will occur 
without correction or a new window is selected. (Fig. 8, labels 
908,910,912,913,914,916,918,920) 

h. Claim 17, Wheatley, III et al discloses researching the corrected signal within 
the same window and correcting a signal within that window if the peak-to- 
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average power for the current samples is greater than the peak-to-average 
target power, which indicates that all the peaks within the window are below the 
threshold and no out-of-band signals have been found. (Fig. 8, label 914) 

i. Claim 1 8 inherits all the limitations of claims 6,16, but neither claim 6 nor 1 6 
recites the limitation of searching for a second highest peak and examining the 
composite signal if the second highest peak is corrected. Although Wheatley, 
III et al does not explicitly state searching for the second highest peak, 
Wheatley, III et al discloses searching for peaks above a threshold, which can 
be the highest peak within that window. Also, Wheatley, III et al discloses 
searching and correcting the signal within the same window if the peak-to- 
average ratio is not less than the target value, which indicates that if the highest 
peak is corrected, the searching and correcting more peaks within that window 
will occur. (Fig. 8, labels 912,913,914,916,918, and 920) 

j. Claim 19 inherits all the limitations of claim 7. 

k. Claim 20 inherits all the limitations of claim 8. 

3. Claims 12-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Wheatley III, et al (US Patent No.: 6741661) in view of Orban (US Patent No.: 
4460871). 

a. Claim 12, Wheatley III, et al disclose an amplifier (Fig. 7, label 816), a peak 
compensating device comprising a peak detector for detecting the highest peak 
above a threshold within a window (Fig. 7, labels 808, and 810, and Fig. 8, 
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labels 910,912,913,914,916,918,920), a clipping filter for generating a 
threshold-compensating signal inresponse to detecting the presence of at least 
a highest peak (Fig. 8, labels 910,912,913,914,916,918,920 and Fig. 7, labels 
812,814,806,808,810). Although Wheatley III et al does not disclose at least 
one carrier filter for obtaining the sum of the finite impulse response for each 
carrier frequency of the composite signal, Orban discloses a clipping filter 
comprising multiple clipping filters for multiple bands and calculating the sum of 
the outputs from the clipping filters (Fig. 2, labels 15-17 and 31). Although 
Orban does not disclose carrier frequencies, Wheatley III, et al discloses a 
CDMA communication system, which inherently discloses multiple users and 
multiple carrier frequencies. () It would be obvious to one skilled in the art to 
incorporate multiple clipping filters for different frequencies as disclosed by 
Orban into Wheatley III, et al's invention to provide unique overshoot protection. 
(Abstract, line 12) 

b. Claim 13 inherits all the limitations of claim 12 but claim 12 does not recite the 
limitation for having one carrier filter for each carrier frequency and at lest one 
carrier filter being weighted differently that the remaining carrier filters. Orban 
disclose a filter for each multiband frequency and the weights for each filter is 
controlled by a control signal means and depends on the outputs from the 
filters. (Fig. 2, labels 15-17, 19-21, 27-29, 23-25 and 33-34) Orban inherently 
discloses different outputs from the filters, which would cause different 
adjustments to the weightings applied to the output of the carrier filters. (Fig. 2, 
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labels 15-17) It would be obvious to one skilled in the art to incorporate multiple 
clipping filters for different frequencies as disclosed by Orban into Wheatley III, 
et al's invention to provide unique overshoot protection. (Abstract, line 12) 
c. Claim 14, Orban discloses weighting the outputs from the filters based on the 
outputs itself. (Fig. 2, labels 15-17,19-21,23-25,27-28 and 33-34) Orban 
inherently discloses the outputs from the filters are different from each other, 
thus the weights applied to each output respectively would be distinct. Although 
Orban does not disclose different carrier frequencies, Wheatley III et al disclose 
a CDMA communication system, which inherently comprises multiple users and 
multiple carrier frequencies. () It would be obvious to one skilled in the art to 
incorporate multiple clipping filters for different frequencies as disclosed by 
Orban into Wheatley III, et al's invention to provide unique overshoot protection. 
(Abstract, line 12) 

4. Claims 10-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Wheatley III, et al (US Patent No.: 6741661) in view of Orban (US Patent No.: 
4460871) and further in view of Birchler et al (US Patent No.: 5638403). 
a. Claim 10, Although Wheatley III, et al and Orban fail to disclose a delay device 
and a summing device, Birchler et al discloses a peak to average signal 
reduction system comprising delaying the threshold correcting signal (Fig. 9, 
label 901 and Col. 4, lines 33-53) and attenuating the threshold correcting 
signal to the composite signal (Fig. 10, label 1002, Col. 4, lines 33-53) It would 
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be obvious to one skilled in the art to replace multiplying the filter samples 
within the window as disclosed by Wheatley III, et al with aligning the correction 
signal with the maximum peak and attenuating the correction signal with the 
composite signal as disclosed by Birchler et al to prevent splatter. (Col. 4, line 
53) 

b. Claim 11, Wheatley III, et al discloses measuring the polarity and magnitude of 
the threshold compensating signal (Fig. 3, Fig. 8, labels 916,918 and 920, Fig. 
3, Fig. 4 and Fig. 5), and a multiplier for multiplying the detected highest peak 
with the calculated magnitude and polarity. (Fig. 8, label 920 and Fig. 7, label 
814) 

5. Claims 21-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Wheatley III, et al (US Patent No.: 6741661) in view of Hahm (US Patent No.: 
6356606) and further in view of Birchler et al (US Patent No.: 5638403). 
a. Claim 21, Birchler et al discloses determining the location of the at least one 
peak (Fig. 7, label Tmax) and adding the threshold correcting signal (Fig. 9) at 
the determined location of the at least one peak (Fig. 10). It would be obvious 
to one skilled in the art to replace multiplying the filter samples within the 
window as disclosed by Wheatley III, et al with aligning the correction signal 
with the maximum peak and attenuating the correction signal with the 
composite signal as disclosed by Birchler et al to prevent splatter. (Col. 4, line 
53) 
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b. Claim 22, Birchler et al discloses delaying the signal an amount corresponding 
to a time associated with creating the threshold correcting signal. (Fig. 8, 9 and 



6. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

a. Verma (US Patent No.: 6757299) 

b. Long (US Patent No.: 6240141). 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Linda Wong whose telephone number is 571-272-6044. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 9-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen Chin can be reached on (571) 272-3056. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Linda Wong 



10). 



c. 



Claim 23 inherits all the limitations of claim 21. 



Claim 24 inherits all the limitations of claim 22. 



Conclusion 





